-- 


PABT I 


HARYANA GOVT GAZ ., MAY 24 , 1983 (JYST . 3, 1905 SAKA ) 


1221 


No. 9 ( 1) 82-6-Lab./2267.--In pursuanee of the provision of section 17 of 
the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 Act XIV of 1947, the Governor of Haryana is pleased 
to publish the following award of the Presiding Officer, Labour Court, Faridabad , in 
respect of the dispute between the workman and the 

management of M /s A. K. 
Melts Pvt Ltd. DLF Area , Mathura Road , Faridabad . 


IN THE COURT OF SHRI HARI SINGH , KAUSHIK , PRESIDING 

OFFICER , LABOUR COURT , FARIDABAD 


Reference No. 395 of 1981 


Between 


SHRI RAM KISHAN SINGH , WORKMAN AND THE RESPONDENT 
MANAGEMENT OF M / S A. K. MALTS PVT . LTD ., D. L. F. 

AREA , MATHURA ROAD , FARIDABAD 


Shri M. K. Bhandari , for the workman . 


Shri J. S Saroha , for the respondent. 


AWARD 


This reference No. 395 of 1981 has been referred to this Cnurt, by the Hon ble 
Governor of Haryana , -vide his order No. ID /FD / 239 /81/61661, dated 28th 
December, 1981 , under section 10 (i) (c ) of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 , exis 
ting between Shri Ram Kishan Singh , workman and the respondent management of 
M /S A. K. Malts Pvt. Ltd., D. L. F. Area , Mathura Road , Faridabad . The 
term of the reference was :: 

Whether the termination of services of Shri Ram Kishan Singh , was justified 

and in order ? If not, to what relief is he entitled ? 


Notices were issued to the parties, on receiving this reference order . The 
parties appeared and filed their pleadings. The case of the workman according to 
demand notice and claim statement is that he joined the services on 13th September, 
1978 as Chowkidar @ Rs . 207 per month and he was terminated on 18th September, 
1981 without any reason or chargesheet notice pay or retrenchment compensation . 
The termination was illegal and unjustified and the workman is entilled for his 
roinstatement continuity of service and back wages. 

The case of respondent according to the written statement is that the claimant 
joined the services of ihe company on 1st March , 1979 as helper on a consolidated 
salary of Rs. 180 per month . He was suspended on 30th July, 1981 on account of 
misconduct for his ill-treatment, refusal to work , for creating indiscipline and threate 
ping his Supervison to kill and beat him . He was served with a chargesheet which 
he refused to accept in the presence of witnesses and samewas sent through Registe 
Ted A. D. and the same received back with the postal authority remarks “ REFUSED 
TO ACCEPT" . The Chargesheet and notice was published in the Local Hindi 
paper " Amar Sawera “ bulhe did not appear himself before the enquiry. So the 
enquiry was conducted ex parle. The workman was given show cause notice after 
Toceiving findings of the enquiry officer but he refused to accept the same on basis 
of the charges levelled against him and the nature of charges are serious and grave 
so his services were dismissed on 18th September , 1981. So the workman was 
dismissed from the services after proper enquiry and the reference may be answered 
in their favour. 


- 
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On the pleadings of the parties, following issues were framed : 
1. Whether the fair and proper enquiry was held by the respondent ? If 

so , to what effect ? 


2 . 


Whether the termination of services of the workman is proper, justified 
and in order ? If not, to what relief is he entitled ? 


My 


findings on the preliminary issue is as under : -- 


Issue No. I 


The representative of the respondent argued on this issue that as stated by Shri 
Randhir Singh MW - 1 he was appointed as Enquiry officer by the respondent, - vide 
letter -dated 22nd August, 1981 to enquira the charges against the workman . The 
chargesheet was issued to the workman but he refused to accept the same and it 
was sent through UPC on 24th August , 1981 but the same was received back un 
delivered then a letter cated 4th September , 1981 was again sent to the workman 
which was receivet back un -delivered . After these letters a notice was published 
in Hindi News Paper along with chergeshect on 7th Septeniber, 1981 fixing the 
date of i1th September , 1981. The respondent again sent a registered letter 11th 
September, 1981 to the workman which was also received back un -delivered . So 
the ex parte enquiry proceedings were started against the workman and he was found 
guilty of the charges in the enquiry . The enquiry report was submitted to the 
respondent. The enquiry was fair and proper. 

The representative of the workman argued on this issue that when no charge 
sheet was delivered to the workman and no opportuity was given to him of 
bing heard , the chargesheet cannot be proper. The workman received no notice of 
enquiry and he has no knowledge about the date of enquiry so the ex parte enquiry 
cannot be called as fair and proper enquiry . 


After hearing the arguments of both the parties , and going through the file , 
I am of the view that the workman was given no opportunity in the enquiry. He 
was not given any chargesheet and given no opportunity of being heard . So 
the ex parte enquiry was not fair an . proper enquiry . So I vitiate the enquiry and 
the issue is ciecided in favour of the workman and against the respondent. 


After vitiating the enquiry 1 issued notices to the parties to lead the evidence 
on the enquiry and on merits . Both the parties lead their evidence on merits 
and on enquiry 

enquiry and after hearing the arguments , my findings on the Second issue 
is as under 


Issue No. 2 


The repres. ntative of the respondent argued on this issue that the charges 
against the workman were that on 29th July , 1981 the workman was on duty with 
Shri Vir_Singh - IT in Box No. 6 to Overturn the balay which is prepared in the 
boxes . The Supervisor Shri Deepak Kumar visited the box and found the work 
man Shri Ram Kishan Singh doing nc work and wasting the time. On his asking 
he rebuked him and abused him and caught him from reck and tried to beat him 
and also threatened him for dire consequences . To piove this fact Shri Deepak 
Kumar came in the Court and deposed as M * ?. 3 that he is in the service of the 
respondent for the last 3 years and his work was to supervise the work of they 
Helpers. On 29th July , 1981 Shri Ram Kishan Singh and Bir Singh - Il were sent 
to Box No. 6 for ( verturning the berlay and when he visited the boxes at 9.00 
a . m . the claimant was wasting time while Shri Bir Singh -II was working. Thos 
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duty list are Ex V -1 shows the dates of the workman working in the shift. When 
he asked the claimant for the work he rebuked him and used filthy languag and 
tried to beat him but Shri Bir Singh rescued him . He reported the matter to the 
Manager of the company through a complaint Ex . M -l . The olaimant also threa 
tened the Supervisor to kill him out side the factory . He also argued that the 
same facts were also supported by Shri Vir Singh II , who was co -workman of the 
claimant. He has stated that Shri Ram Kishan was working with him on 29th 
July , 1981 in the Box No. 6 and was not working . when supervisor came 

came and 
asked for the work he refuscd to work and abused him and tried to beat him . He 
saved the Supervisor by catching the claimant. If he was not there the supervisor 
might get serious injury, He further arguea that the supervisor has stated in his 
cross examination that the workman was given the chargesheet which was refused 
*by him . The chargesheet was givep by Shri L , D. Sharma Time Keeper who has 
appeared in the Court as 1:1W - 2, who has stated in his statement that as time keeper 
he tried to deliver the chargesheet to the workman but he refused to accept the 

The representative of the workman asked no - question from this witness 
which shows that the witness has stated truth and it was not rebutted by the work 
man s representative . He further argued that the workman has admitted in his state 
ment as MW -1 and in his cross examination that Shri Bir Singh and claimant was 
op duty on 29th July, 1981 in box No. 7 and further admitted that it is correct that at 
the time of incident Shri Bir Singh - II was there . He has further admitted that the 
letter Ex . M -3 bears his correct address and the address on Ex . M - A , B , C is also 
correct . He further argued that the claimant scuffled the sup3rvisor even out side the 
coust on the date of hearing The matter was brought to the knowledge of the prési 
ding Officer through an application . The Presiding officer called the workman in the 
court room and directad him to behave properly in future . The respondent also lodged 
a complaint with the police and the police is investigating the matter, which shows 
that how furious the claimant is ? and how he bebavo even in the court . The work 
man bas stated in the cross examination that he came at the gate of the factory for 
two or three days and on 3rd day he was abducted by six or seven persons and was 
kept in a close room , but on the court question he cannot tell the names of the 
persons. He simply stated that these persons left him at unknown place and they left 
him at Gurgaon after 1 } months. It is not a believable story because the same 
person have all knowledge of these things and period of one month is a very long 
period . The surpsising thing is that he did not report this matter to anyone . 
He should have report this matter to the police which is very serious crime This 
shows that the story was inade out by the workman and could not be believed . 
The workman has produced three witnesses WW -1 Shri Sakh Ram , WW - 3 Ram Balak 
who has stated that thcir duties shown are correct and they were in the next box 
on the day of happening . There was no such happening with the superviso . , but 
this cannot believed as compare with the behaviour of the workman . 

The repres entative of the workman argued on this issue that the workman 
was a union leader and joined the service on 15th September, 1978 and receiving 
a salary of Rs 260 per month . He was stopped at the gate on 30th July, 1981 
stated by Shri Ram Kishan Singh claimant as WV- 1. Thure was no dispute with 
the supervisor on 9th July. 1981 and this was simple allegation to remove a union 
leader. He sent Ex.W - 1 to the respondent to mark his 

presence 

he came 
in the factory . He was nvi given any charg sheet and the enquiry was the show to 
remove the workmin . The workman was terminated without any reason or cause 
the claimant was an old employee and he cannot be terminatej in this way . It is 
a case of retrenchment and the respondent has not paid any retrenchment compen 
sation to the workman . So the termination 

was illegal and the workmanis 
entitled for his reinstatement with full back wages and continuity of service . 

After hearing the arguments of both the parties and going through the file 
I am of the view that the arguments put forward by the respondent have 


as 


as 


some 
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force. The clamant behave improperly even in the court premises and he slapped 
1ho super isc ” het he came to give his evidence in this case . 

The matter was ! C70 : 
ted 10 me. 

On which I call d the workman in the court room and asked to 
behave properly in future and direct the resporcent to take legal stand in the 
matter. The behavic ur he showed in the court also reflect the behaviour in the 
factory 2od such person cannot be tolerated where the work is worship and if the 
workman have like this to factc ry can be successful. Before the arguments on this 
issue the respondent file one application to ippoint some commission to see whether 
the voice of one box can be heard in another box when the factory, is running and 
whether there is doo “ in between the boxes. Instead of appointing legal commission 
I visited the factory along with both the representative to see the matter. The boxes 
were air conditioned and while working it is very difficult to hear the voice of 
one box to anothar box, because of thc noise of the machine. At my visit there 
were no doors in between the two boxes. There were dcors which were closed I 
cannot certify by looking the closed doors when these were closed . The witnesses 
came in favour of the workman in the court liave deposed that they were working 
in next box and they heard no such voice between the supervisor and the claimant . 
These workmen caract be believed after inspecting the factory because it is very 
difficult to hear the vcice from ore box to another box. So these workman cannot 
be believed . So the chargesheet was proved by the respondent by producing the 
supervisor in the court and the workman cannot be believed . The termination 
made by the respondent is justified and proper and the workman is not entitled 
for any relief in these circumstances. 


This be read in answer to this reference . 


HARI SINGH KAUSHIK , 


Presiding Officer , 
La bour Court, Haryana , Faridabad . 


Dated the 3rd March , 1983. 


Endorsement No. 468, dated the 10th March , 1983 


Forwarded . (fcur copies) to the Commissioner. and Secretary to Government, 
Haryada , Latcu ; and Employment Deparinent, Chardigarh , as required under 
section 15 of the Industrial Disputes Act. 


HARI SINGH KAUSHIK , 


Prosiding Officer, 

Labour Court, Haryana Faridabad . - 
No. 9( 1)82-6Lab/2726. - In pussuance of the provision of section 17 of the Industrial Disputes Act, 
1947 o ! Act No. XIV of 1947, the Governor of Haryana is pleased to publish the following award of ihc Presiding 
Officer , Labour Court, Faridabad id respectof the dispute between the workman and the management of Mis 
Tbc Bangal National Textile Mills, Pvt. Ltd., 14/5 , Maihura Road , Faridabad , 
IN THE COURT OF SHRI HARI SINGH KAUSHIK , PRESIDING OFFICER , 

LABOUR COURT HARYANA , FARIDABAD 


Reference No. 398 of 1981 


between 


SHRI AJIT SINGH , WORKMAN AND THE RESPONDENT MANAGEMENT OF 
MIS THE BANGAL NATIONAL TEXTILE MILLS , PVT. LTD ., 1415 , MATHURA 
ROAD , FARIDABAD 


X 


Shri Darshan Singh , for the workman . 


Shri R. C. Sharma, for the respondent management, 


ART 
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AWARD 


This reference No. 398 of 1981 bas been referred to this Court by the Hon blc Governor of 
Haryana ,-vide his order No. ID /PD /132 /81/61608, dated the 28th Docembzi, 1981, under section 10 (1) (c ) 
of tho Industrial Disputes Act , 1947 , existing between Shri Ajit Singh , workman and the respondent 
management of M /s Bangal National Textile Mills Pvt. Ltd., 14/5 , Mathura Road , Faridabad . The term 
of the reference was : 


Whether the termination of services of Shri Ajit Singh was justified and in order ? : If not, 

to what relief is hc entitled ? 


The notices were issued to the parties , on receiving this reference . The parties appeared and 
filed their pleadings. The case of the workman according to demio : notice and claim statement is that 
he was permincnt vorkmao since 1st June, 1976 and wis drawing Rs. 400 per month ,. He was given 
false charge -sheet and false enquiry was under taken , He was given no opportunity to defend in the 
enquiry and terminated his services on 16th Junc , 1981 . 

The case of the respondent according to written statement is that the claimaat was chargo -shcoted 
on 13th March , 1981 and also suspended as the charges were of very serious nature of assaulting and also 
threatening his supervisoi and an additional charge -sheet dated 15th March , 1981 was also issued for 
rofusing to take charge -sheet and giving less production . Shri J.S. Saini made a report against him for the 
alleged charges. The workman gave the reply and a domestic enquiry was ordered . Shri 1. B. Singh was 
appointed as an eaquiry officer . The claimant participated in the enquiry , but refused to sign the pro 
ceedings recorded in his presence. The enquiry officer gave full opportunity to the work man to defend him 
self and cross -examined the witnesses . The enquiry officer gavo findings against the workman . Tho 
respondent issued the show.cause notice dated 30th May , 1981 and dismissed him on 16th June , 1981 
due to very serious nature of allcgations. The action of the management was legal. The workman joined 
on 17th May , 1977 and was getting Rs 424 per month as salary . So the reforence may be answered in 
their favour . 


On the pleadings of the parties , following issues were framed : 
1. Whether the domestic enquiry conducted by the management was proper and fair ? 

If so , to what effeot ? 


2. Whether the termination of scrvices of the workman is proper, justified and in order ? 

If not, to what relief is he cotitied ? 


The first issue was ordered to be treated as preliminary issue . The partics lead the evidence 
on the preliminary issue and argued the sage . My findings on the issue is as under : 


Issue No. 1 : 


The representative of the respondent argued on this issue that as stated by Shii I, B. Singh 
he was appointed as Enquiry Officer, -vide Ex . M -I . The workman was issued chargesbeat 
Ex. M -2 & M -3. He proceeded with the enquiry and the enquiry proceeding , is Ex . M -4 
which is from Page 1 to 14. The workman participated in the enquiry , but refused to sign the proceedings . 
After closing the proceedings he gave his findings which is Ex . M - 5 . The representative produced the 
documents Ex . M -6 to M - 11 in the enguiry proceedings. The claimant was found guilty of the charges 
against him which is given in his findings. The respondent produced Ex . M - 14 and M - 15 in the enquiry 
proceedings The workman was given full oppoctunity to defend his case . 

The representative of the workman argued on this issue that the workman was given no opportu 
nity in the enquiry proceedings . Though he participated in the enquiry but did not sign the enquiry 
proccoding; bec.luse th : enquiry proceeding ; were not proceedings as they are done in accordance with 
the instructions of the management. The workman was not allowed to be represented by some other 
workman and he was not given opportunity to cross examine the respondent witnesses , He was also not 
allowed to give the defence witnesses and it was a false enquiry to terminate the workman . 

After hearing the arguments of both the parties and going thougth the file, I am of the vicw that 
the workman was not given opportunity of being heard . The coquiry officer has stated nothing in his 
statement which shows that the enquiry was not proper and fair . So I vitiate the coquiry . The parties 
were called again to lead the revidence on the allegation of the workman and argue the same. My finding 
on the issue No. 2 is as under : 
Issue No. II : 

The representative of the respondent argued on this issue that as stated by Shri Joginder Singh Saini 
as MW - 2 tbat Ex.M - l is a report which he gave to Mr. Akhori in respect of incident dated 13th March , 1981, 
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On 1316 March , 1981 when he came in the factory at 9.00 a.m. The workman came to him . He was on leave 
on 11th and 12th March , 1981 and when he came on 3th March ,1981 he found his spectaclc brokco . He put 
tūris spectacle on bis table and asked to pay cost of the spectacle . He was asked to explain the facts 
for the spectacls. He rebuked the witness and threatened him for the dire consequences and asked the 
witness that he has to pay the cost of spectacle because he is responsible of its being broken . He attacked 
the supervisor which was rescued by other staff members. He further stated that he made statomoat ia 
the enquiry which is Ex . M -2 . He gave the report Ex. Mol to his superiors to take action . On 14th March , 
1981 when he was entering the factory gate , the claim at caught hold of him with his scooter and tried to 
beat him . The chowkidar at the gate saved him . The claimant was not allowed duty on that day by 
the management on the report of the supervisor . Ho further stated that it was not bis mistake to break the 
spectacic, The spectacles were on the seat of the claimant where some other workmen have done mischief 
for which he attacked the supervisor. The respondent produced another witness Shri Rajinder Pandey 
Watchman of the factory as MW - 3 to prove the allegation of the workman who has stated that he 
kaows the claimant and he gave the written report to the Personnel Officer which is Ex. M -9 for the 
incidene-dated 14th March , 1981. The report " bears bís sigpatures. He reported the matter for the attack 
on Mr. Saini by Shri Ajit Singh , claimant , and also stated in the report that he abused Mr. Saini. The res 
pondent produced another witness to prove the allegativa Shri Ram Sanchi Singh , Head Time Keeper who has 
stated that there was lock out in the factory from 9ih Feburary, 1981. to 21st June , 1981. The claimant used 
to work in the Kaitting Division and that division working and not as the division has been closed by the 
respondent from 12th September , 1981. He further argued that the workman has admitted in his statement as 
WW -Ithat he was on leave on 11th and 12th March, 1981 and when he came on 13th March , 1981, he found 
his spectacle brokeo which was shown to Mr. Saini in fus:office which proves that the claimant went in the 
office of Mr. Saini but be has stated that there was no such happening, bat his co -workman, who has appeared 
ex WW -2 Shri Binari Lal, has stated that there was some exchange of het words between Shri Saidi and the 
claimantwhich prove the incident. The another co -workman of the claimant Shri Kaleshwar Parsbad , who has 
appeared as WW - 3 has also confirmed about the incident. He stated in his statement that when the claimant 
catne in the factory he four.d his spectacles broken and he went in the office of Mr. Saini. But he had stated 
that he heard nothing about any exchange of hot words.He has also stated in his cross -examination that he did 
not know about the incident of 14th March , 1981, Even the witnesses of the workman corroborate the alle 
gation of the workman and it is admitted fact that there.were exchange of hot words between the two which 
were without the fault of the supervisor. How a supervisor is responsible for the property left by the 
workman of his own negligence. It is not the duty of the respondent factory to keep safe the spectacle 
of the workman . It was his duty to take it with him for its safety and when he abuses the supervisor 
without any fault it was serious allegation on the workman . He further argued that the respondent called Mr. 
Saini from Madhya Pradesh as witaess where he has joined the services after leaving the survices of the 
respondent and he came by air and be cannot waste tho-time of factory in which be was working and by 
this means he spent about Rs.2000 which the respondent has to pay to the witness but on that day when 
the representative of the workman saw Ms. Sajns in the court he left the court without informing , though . 
he was present in the court only five minutes before callide the case ; and the workman stated that he left 
the court as he was ill , because the presence of main witness in the Court which will prove the case in favour 
of respondent, they wanted to avoid the witness . If he is not cxamined that day, he would not come in 
future and if he comes the managemont has to pay heavy cost to bring him in the court. So the work 
man has acted as he should not have aeted according to rules and standing orders of the company. He 
not oply attacked Mr. Saini on one day but he atmcked twice which is proved by the chowkidar and 
another witness of the respondem . He furtbet argued that the workman has stated nothing in the 
demand notice and claim statement about the enquiry allegations and how the coquiry is false i od improper. 
There are four lines given io the claim statement and four or five in th : demand notice without putting 
the case which is the basis of whole case. It is because the workman take his own plea according to circums. 
taoc . s without showing the facts in the claimst teatat and dem and notice. The witnesses of the 
workman cannot be believed because they have stated nothing except there was no dispute between 
Shri Saizi and the climat in the Court . 

The ripresentative of the worlanan argued on this is gue that as st ted by th : workmin he joined 
the services of he factory in the yutor 1975. Propiously be was in the service of Hamla and there also 
he was a union leader and he framed the union in the factory . On 13th March , 1981 when he cam 
buck from two days leave he found his spectacle broken which he shooed to the ideharge Mr. Saini and 
asked about it, who stated that he is got respoosible for the same. It was hroken by Me. Saini s 
persons, w.lo were also working in the department and that is why he asked Mr. Saini to get it repaired 
and there w.is no exch nga of hot words with Mr. Saini. He was stopped at the gate on the aext day at 
8.00 am . and after iš minutes he left the site . There was polico . chowki in front of the factory, 
Ho. was given no chargesheet and do suspensión order and he received no enquiry letter from the 
enquiry officer. The workman produced another wilgess Shri Bibari Lal as MW -2 who has stated 
that he was in the factory and now he is working in another factory . When the claimant came 
in the factory on 13th March , 1981 he asked about his spectacle brokca , on which he told him that it 
might have broken who were working on the seat for the last two days. On which the claimant 
went to Mr. Saini with his brokus spectacle and there were no exchanges of hot words between 
the ts. The workinan left the spectacle on the table of the supervisor. Mr. Saini came in the 
department and enquire about the spectacle brokca . The other witness Shri Kaleshwar Parshad 
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WW -3 also stated that he knows Shri Ajit Singh, working in the Manda! Department. He was on lcave 
op . 11th 12th March , 1981,and when he came from leave on 13th ?Match 1981 në found his spectacle 
broken and went to the incharge of the department.Mr. Şaini. He saw_no,dispute between Mr. Saint and 

the c!aiman . He further stated that the contractor, a labour work in the department,when the permanent 
* persons were on leave , and contraclos persens, work in place of claimapt for two days at his seat. There 

are false allegations on the claimant and the work man was lerminated from the service due to his union 
activities and it is victimisation of the workcan . 

After hearing the arguments of both the parties and going through the file , I am of the view that 
the respondent has fully proved his case about the serious allegations of theworkman . The work man has 
: failed to prove that the a Uçgations were false. Even the Witness as of the workman has corroborated 
the story of the respondent. In these circumalanges thic allegations are proyed against the workman and 
the respondent has rightly terminated Ipc sectices pfjbe workipanon,the serious charges. It was not the 
fault of the supervisor to break the spectade of the workman şo gbe termination was justified and in order 
and the workman is not entitled to any relief . 

HARI SINGH KAUSHIK , 
Dated the 9th March , 1983 . 

Presiding Officer, 
Labour Court , Haryana , 

Faridabad.*** . ." 
Endorsement No. 36 , dated the 21st March , 1983 . 
Forwarded (four copies) to the Commissioner 290 Segretary , to Government, Haryana , Labour 
and Employment Department, Chandigarh , as required under section 15 of the industrial Disputes 
Act . 


HART SINGH KAUSHIK , 


Presiding Officer, 
Labour Court, Haryana , 

Farid bad . 


No. 9(1): 82 :6 .Lab./2727,-in pursuance of the provision of section 17 of 
the: Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (Act No. XIV.F 1947 ), the Governor of Haryana 
is pleased to publish the following award.of the Presiding Officer, Labour Court, 
Faridabad , in respect of the dispute between the workmen and the management of 
M /s Rewari Textile Pvt. Ltd., Dolhi Road , Rewari ::-- 
IN THE COURT OF SHRI HARI SINGH , KAUSHIK , BRESIDING OFFICER , 

LABOUR COURT, HARYANA , FARIDABAD 
Reference . Nos. 378 of 1981 and . 73 of- 1982 

between 
SHRI RAM SUKH DEV AND SHRI VIPYA SĄGAR , WORKMEN AND 
THE . RESPONDENT MANAGEMENT OF MS. REWARI TEXTILE 

PVT : LTD .,:-DELHI ROAD ,: REWARI 
Shri Shardba Nand for..the.workmen , 
Shri M.P. Gupta , for the compondent. 

AWARD 
These references No. 378 of 1981 apd : 73 of, 1982.have been referred to this 
court by thọ Hon ble Governor of Haryana,-xide his pider No. D / GGN / 12618:11 
60824 , dated 18th December, 198 Land No. , ID GGN /21/ 82 / 17335 , dated 1st April, 
1982, under section 10(1)(C) of the Industrial Disputes. Act, 1947, existing- hatwgen 
$ /Shri Ram Sukh Dov. and Shri Vidya Sagar , xockmen and the Iespondent manage 
ment of M /s Rewari Textiles Pvt . Ltd. , Delhi Roady Rewari. The terms of the 
references are : - . 

Whether the terminatiop of services of Shri : Vidya Sagar and Ram Sukh Yadav 

was justified and in order ? If not, to what relief aro they entitled ? 


مر 
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Notices were issued to tho partios , on receiving these references . The parties 
appeared and filed their pleadings. The case of the workman according to demand 
notice and claim statement is that they were pormanrnt employees of the respondent 
and working as spinner from 1978 and were drawing a salary of Rs. 300 per month . 
They were terminated on 12th Juno , 1981 due to trade union activities. So they are 
entitled for their reinstatement, continuity of service and back wages. 

The case of the respondent according to written statement is that the claims of 
these workmen are false and fictitious and they have never terminated their services 
but the workmen did not turn up to the factory because they were involved in the 
criminal case . The management has no objaction if the workmen wanted to join 
their duties. The demand notices are malafide and the workmen are not entitled to 


any relief . 


On the pleadings of the partios, following issues was framed : 
1. Whether the termination of services of the workmen is proper, justified 

and in order ? If not, to what relief are they entitled ? 
My findings on the issues as under : 


Issue No. 1 


The representative of the respondent argued on this issue that these workmen 
were never terminated from the services. They beat their General Manager on 11th 
June, 1981 on which an FIR No. 138 was registered with the Police Station , Rewari 
and these workmen were arrested under section 323 , 342 , 506/341 IPC . They 
not turn up after the arrest . Ex . W - 1 is admission from the workmen that they were 
challaned and arrested . The FIR EX.M - 2 is a very clear proof of the case against 
them . The workman have also admitted this fact in their cross examination that they 
were challaned and arrested by the Police and the cases are pending in the Court 
against them . The workman Shri Vidya Sagar submitted an application before the 
Authority which is Ex , M - 1 in which he has claimed thc wages from 1st June , 1981 
to 30th November , 1981 @ Rs . 305 per month . The application was filed before 
the Wages Authority on 18th January , 1982 . The application bears the signature of 
Shri Vidya Sagar which shows that they worked upto 30th November , 1981 which 
cannot be believed , when they say in their demand notices that their services were 
terminated on 12th June , 1981. As stated by Shri J. L. Beriwal as MW -2 these 
workmen were arrested by the Police on the complaint of the management, when they 
beat the General Manager of the Company . He further stated that on the request 
of the respondent the learned Court directed the workmen to join their duties when 
the respondent is ready to give them jobs. Shri Ram Sukh Yadav stated in the 
statement that he joined the services on 3rd May , 1982 with the respondent on the 
directions of the court and Shri Vidya Sagar joined the services on 17th July, 1982 
according to the directions of the court. The workmen joined the service after two 
months of the direction given by this court. When they have joined the services of 
the respondent company shows that the contention of the respondent was not to 
terminate these workmen and there was no order for the termination as admitted 
by the workmen in their statement. When they were 
When they were not terminated by 

the 
respondent then the reference is bad in law . The workmen did not come to the 
factory after the arrest and it is natural when a person is involved in a 

case with 
the respondent management he does not try to come on duty . So thoy did 
come on duty on their own and it was not the fault of the respondent not to 
the jobs to these workmen . 


not 


These workers themselves did not come to join their jobs. The respondent 
offored jobs to the workmen when they came present in the court which shows clear 
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intention of the respondent. The workman Shri Ram Sukh Yadav has admittod in 
his cross-examination that he worked for 14 months in factory at Alwar. In faot 
ho left Rewari after this case and joined the service at Alwar and remained thero 
up till thoy were sent to the jobs by the directions of this court. Both the 
employees had joined the services. Shri Vidya Sagar had joinod the service at 
Panipat, though he denied in his cross-examination . So , the workman are not 
entitled to any relief . 


Tho representative of the workmen argued on this issue that these workmen 
were the leaders of the union of the factory and participated in the union activities . 
The respondent did not relish union activities and they got involved in a false case . 
After release from the arrost, they went to join the duty as stated by the workmen 
as WW - L and WW -2 . So they were terminated from the service and they are 
ontitled for the back wages because the workmon have joined the service according 
to the directions of the learned Court . 


After hearing the arguments of both the parties, and going 

both the parties, and going through the file , 
I am of the view that the arguments put forward by the respondent have some force . 
The workmon did not join duties after the release from the arrest and went out 
side Rewari as one of the workmen has admitted in his cross - examination . The 
intention of the respondent for offering the jobs when they came in the court 
clearly shows that these workmen were not terminated by the respondent and they 
themselves did not go to join their duties . In these circumstances, when the 
workmen have joined their services in the factory , they aro not entitled for any relief 
of back wages. 


This be read in answer to these references . 


HARI SINGH KAUSHIK , 


Dated the 9th March , 1983. 

Presiding Officer, 
Labour Court, Haryana, 

Faridabad . 
Endorsemont No. 537 , dated the 21st March , 1983 
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to 


Forwarded ( four copies) the Commissioner and Secretary , to 
Goveroment, Haryana, Labour and Employnient Department, Chandigarh , as required 
under section 15 of the Industrial Disputes Act. 

HARI SINGH KAUSHIK , 


Presiding Officer, 
Labour Court, Haryana, 

Faridabad . 


No. 91)82-Lab./2728.-ID pursuance of the provisions of section 17 of the Industrial Dispatos 
Act, 1947 (Act No. XIV of 1947), the Governor of Haryana is pleased to publish the following award 
of the Presiding Officer, Labour Court, Faridabad in respect of the dispute between the workmen and the 
management of M /s Sunrise Rubber Industries, Pataudi Road , Gurgaon :-- 


IN THE COURT OF SHRIHARI SINGH KAUSHIK , PRESIDING OFFICER , LABOUR COURT , 

HARYANA , FARIDABAD 


Rafervace Nos, 135 of 1982 and 136 of 1982 


between 


S /SHRI SATISH AND GULAB, WORKMEN AND THE RESPONDENT MANAGEMENT OF 

SUNRISE RUBBER INDUSTRIES , PATAUDI ROAD , GURGAON 
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Prevent : 


Shri Shardha Nand , for the workmen . 


Shri S. K. Goswami, for the respondent management. 


AWARD 


These references No. 135 and 136 of 1982 has been referred to this Court by the Hon ble Governor of 
Haryana ,--- vide his order No. ID /GGN /34 /82 /24908 , dated 2nd June . 1982 , and ID /GGN / 35 /82 /24280 , 
dated 2nd June , 1982, under section 10 (1)( c ) of the Industrial Disputes Act , 1947. cxisting between S /Shri 
Satish and Gulab , workmen and the respondent management of M s . Suorise Rubber Industries , Pataudi 
Road , Gurg on . The term of the reforence was : 


Whether the termination of services of S /Shri Satish and Gulab was justified and in order ? If 

not, to what relief are they cattled ? 


Notices were issued to the parties on receiving these references. The parties appeared and filed 
their pleadings . The case of Shri Satish according to his demand nonce is that he joined the service of 
the respondent on Ist January, 1978 as helpes on a salary of Rs. 200 por month and he was terminated 
on 26th March , 1982 without any reason so he is entitled for his roinstatcment, continuity of service and 


back wages. 


The case of Shri Gulab according to his claim statement and demand notice is that he joined the 
service on 1st July, 1976 as moulder on a salary of Rs. 300 and was terminated on 25th March , 1982 
without any reason . He was a member of the Union and services were terminated to victimise the 
workman for union cctivities, 


The ciuse of the respondent according to written statemeat is that there dever exist any relationship 
of employer and employee of the claimant. So the reference is liable to be dismissed . 


On the pleadings of the parties, following issues were framed 


1. Whether the relationship of employer and employee exists between the parties ? If so , to what 

effect ? 


2 . 


Whether the termination of services of the workman is proper. justified and in order ? If 

pot, to what relief are they entitled ? 


After framing the issues the parties prayed to consolidate these two references is the case are on the 
same ficts and law and against the same management. The request of the parties were exceeded to and 
the cases were consolidated and it was ordered that the evidence shall be recorded in reference No. 135 
of 1982 of Shri Satish and my findings on the issues are as under 


Issue No. 1 , 


The representative of the workman argued on this issue that as slated by Shri Satish workman 
us WW - 1 he joined the service of the respondent in the year 1978 as Store Fitter and used to receive 
the good in the Store and he signed Ex. W.1 to W - 3 in icken of receipt of ile Erces ir the respondent 
factory . He was receiving the salary of Rs. 200 p . m . which was a fix sa ary ard not said according 
to the minimum wages Notifications, He demanded the midioum wages from the resfordent : nd gave 
a letter Ex. W -4 a complaint ihrough the union for the wages on this the resporder. removed the service 
of the respondent . 

la respect of Shri Gulab , the representative of the workwas argued tl.at 11.e clain.ant tas come 
As WW -2 and stated that he is in the service of the respondent for the last six years ard te was terminated 
on 23rd March 1982. He was drawing a salary of Rs. 300 per month at the time of termination . 

He was 
not giveo minimum wa ges so he made the complaint to the labour authorities and when he asked for tho 
minimum wages he was terminated . The respondent gave no appointment letter, attendance card and 
wage slips to their workmen and so he has no proof of this . The document Ex . W. 5 is a photo of his 
marriage which was celebrated in the premises of the factory and Shri Ishwar Dayal, partner of the 
firm stari ding in the photo , which clears the relationship between the parties. So he was terminated due 
to union activities and he was : D old omployec of the tospondent. He further argued that the 
claimants have produced Shri Umesh Parshad , one of his co -workmen working in the factory at present, 
who has stated that he is in the service of the respondent for the last 9/10 years as Moulder and be 
klows Shri Satish and Gulab , who worked with him . Shri Gulab came in the service in the year 1976 
and tomoved in March , 1982. Shri Satish joined the service : ja thoryoar 1978 as helper and be was 
removed one day after the termination of services of Shri Chulab . Satish ;used to roosive ihe goods wbich 
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came from out side and vouchers Ex . W.I tu W -3 are signed by him . The respondent Deves issued 
the wrges slips. ESI or attendance card to any workman . Only 15/20 workmen work in the factory . 
The representative of the workman further argued that both these claimants were old employees of the 
factory and they were not paid the Miuimum wages , so they wore terminated from the services due to 
union activities of the workmon for tbc victimisation of the claimants , and they are en itted for re 
instarcreat continuity of service and back wages. 

The reprzsentative of th , respondent argued on this issus that as stats by Shri Ishwar Dayal, 
partner of the respondent as M. W. 1 he has brought th ; aite dance registe : of the respondent 
company from 1st January, 1978 to 26th March , 1982 and produced photo copy of a ystract 
which is Ex . M. 1 and the copy of the regis:ration of firm under the Shops and Commercial 
Esta ylishmeat Act is Ex. M. 9. Hy has stated that Shri Satish never worked 

in the 
store . The vouchers filed by him are not issued by this company . These are delivery challans of 
Priends Engineering Corporation from where they took the job work . Shri Satish might be coming as 
rickshawpuller of M /s. Friend Engg . Corpor : tion . The reprosentative further argued that Shri Satish bas 
stated in his cross -examination that ho is illitrate person and knows nothing about A , B , C , D. when 
hoistates that he is illitrate person then how he can be appointed in the store to receive the goods and 
maintains the records of the goods received , It shows that he was the employee of the respondent and 
because he has no document to prove employment with the respondent. The workman further stated 
in his cross - examination that he made no complaint about the less wages paid to the respondent or to 
any authority of labour department nor be bad made any complaint to the union for less wages paid . 
It shows that he was never workman of the factory and the workman has not able to prove by any 
way that he was the employed of the respondent. The statement of W. W. 3 Shri Umesh Parshad cannot 
be belived because he has stated that he has no clationship with Shri Gulab whereas Shri 
Gulab has stated in his cress -examination that Umesh s sister was married with him and he is his 
brother in law , 


: 


was 


In respect of Shri Gulab , the witness Shri Lshwar Dayal stated that Shri Umesli and Kupmun was 
their employees. They married their sister with Shri Gulab and they arranged a ceremony at thetubewell of 
which is adjacent to the factory where they used to live and they call him because the workers sister 
Shri Rattan Singh marriage oeremony was taking place very near to the factory so he came to attend marriage 
ceremony of Shri Umesh s sister because he was thcir workman . Ex. M.5 was the photograph taken at the 
tubewell. He further argued that the respondent produced Shri Rattan Singh as M. W. 2 who has 
stated that he knows Shri Umesht and ແກ ຖາup who are workman of M /s . Sunrise Rubber 
Industries and living at his tubewell as his senant. There was Marrit ge of Shri Umesh s 
sister which celebrated at the tubewell and photo were taken in 

which the 

resport 
dent Shri Ishwar Dayal ame. He has furiher stated that he is a teacher and have a side work 
als cultiva iorard he has stated as he has sin He further argued that the whirgrilih dous rite prove 
any thing except the presence of the respondent which does not show the relationship between the partics . 
The workmat should have paidus , d the photographer to prove where he marriage ceremony was 
performed , whether it was performed in side the factory or at the tubuwell. The workman produced no 
such document . The respondent has stated that the marriage ceremony took place ai iubcwell as 
Shri Umesh ar.d Kur mun were their tenants , 

The witress M.W. 2 crrlict be disbelieved . The 
partaer of the firm attended the ceremony on the request of the wo ; kurs who were workir y in the 
factory aid act because of Shri Gulab . The Witsiess Shri M. W. I has 61?ecifically si icd that be 
does not know about Shri Gulab and he was not the employee of the suspoodont. He further 
argued that Ex . M.510 M. & are the letters of the labourers of the fuctory whe call this letters at 
the addresses of the respondent factory because there is no number on the houses and M /s. Sunrise 
Rubber Industry is the importasit place where they call the letters. 

After hearing the arguments of both the parties and guirig through the file . I am of the 
view that the workmaq has failed to establish the relationship of master and servant between the two 
bjcause the respondcat has produced Ex . M.1 and M.2 the photo statapyfabstract of their 
aticadance register where sheir name does not exist in the registers . The phto produced by Shri Gulab 
does not prove the relationship of master and servant in view of the statement of Mi. Rastan Singh 
M , W. 2. The other claimant Shri Sutish also cannot prove the case of rulali ( I.sbip and the argu 
ments put forward by the respondent in sospect of Shri Satish eannct be dis -believed . The workman 
has stared that be is illitrate person so <l be joined 2s helper. On the other band he states that he was 
in the store and used to receive tbe goods which come from out-side . The illitrate person cannot 
keep thic tocurd of the goods which come from outside which he cannot be believed , and the issue is 
decided in favour of be respondent and against the workman . 


rue No. 2. 


After deciding the issue No. 1 in favour of the respondent there is nothing remains to discuss for 
loco.d isue. The reprcia, Itative of the respo : dont argued on this that the responder.t factory is: 
registered under shops and Estt. Act ; --vide Ex. M. 9 and court ha ; no jurisdiction 10 roinstato 
th :8 ; workm.10 even if the relativosa y had praved , arvording to law the court a wurd , two 
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months salary to these workmen . When there is no relationship between the parties as decided 
in issue No. I then these workmen are nut entitled to say relief 

This be read in answer ro these references , 


HARI SINGH KAUSHIK , 


Dated the Ith March , 1983 , 


Presidiog Omer , 
Labour Court, Haryana , 

Faridabad . 


Endorsement No. 538 , dated 21st March , 1983 . 


Forwarded (two copics), to ihe Commissioner und Scretary tu G.1viroment, Haryana, Labour and 
Employment Departments, Chandigarh as required under 3.vtin 15 of the lo iuilrial Diifuws Act, 1947, 


HARI SINGH KAUSLAIK , 


Presiding Officer , 
Labour Court, Haryana , 

Faridabad . 
No. 9 ( 1)-82-6Lab /2729 . In pursuance of the provision of section 17 of the In 
dustrial Disputes Act, 1947 ( Act No. XIV of 1947), the Governor of Haryana is pleased to 
publish the following award of the Presiding Officer, Labour Court, Faridabad , in respect of 
the dispute between the workmen and the management of M /s Okay Metal Works 
Pataudi Road , Gurgaon . 


IN THE COURT OF SHRI HARI SINGH KAUSHIK , PRESIDING OFFICBR , 

LABOUR COURT, HARYANA , FARIDABAD 


Reference No. 231 of 1982 


Between 


SHRI SATBIR , WORKMAN AND THE RESPONDENT MANAGEMENT 

OF M /S OKAY METAL WORKS , PATAUDI ROAD , GURGAON 


Shri Shurdha Nand for the workmen . 
Shri S. K. Goswami for the respondent management. 


AWARD 


This reference No. 231 of 1982 has been referred to this Court by the Hon ble 
Governor of Haryana ,-vide his order No. ID /GGN /38 /82 ;43232 , dated 14th September, 
1982 , under Section 10 (i)(c ) of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947, existing between Shri Sat 
bir , workman and the respondent-management of M /s. Okay Metal Works, Pataudi Road , 
Gurgaon . The terms of the references was 

Whether the termination of services of Shri Satbir, was justified and in order ? 

If not, to what relief is he entitled ? 


Notices were issued to the parties 

the parties on receiving this reference order. The 
parties appeared and filed their pleadings. The case of the workman according to demand 
notice and claim statement is that he joined the service of the respondent on 16th 
August, 1979 as PRESSMAN and drawing a salary of Rs 340 /- per month . He put 
his application for the wages as prescribed by the Haryana Government and also formod 
a union in the factory . Due to these union activities the claiment was terminated on 
6th February, 1982. He worked in the factory from 16th January, 1982 to 6th Februarya ! 
1982 but the rospondent marked absent which is illegal. He was not absent from the 
duty . So he is ontitled for his reinstatement continuity of service and back wages . 
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The case of the respondent according to written statement is that the case of the 
claimant is bad due to his own act and acquiescence and admission . The dispute in 
question does not fall under Section 2 - A of the I. D. Act as he abandoned the services 
of his own accord . So this court has no jurisdiction to decide the inatter . The workman 
joined the service on 1st October, 1981 as Press inan on a salary of Rs 340 ,- per month 
and worked upto 16th January, 1982. He started remaining absent from duty from 16th 
January, 1982 and his name was struck off from the roll from 6th February, 1982 after 
sending two letters dated 21st January , 1982 and 29th January, 1982 10 cail the workman 
for his duty . After receiving the registered letter dated 6th February, 1982 the workman 
came in the factory on 10th February, 1982 and admitted the acknowledge of all the 
letters sent by the management and also admitted the factum of abandonment of service . 
He also requested to give his full and fintl as he is not interested in service. He 
collected his full and final on the same day . The services of the workman were never 
terminated by the respondent. He himself left the services of his own accord . So the 
reference may he answered in their favour . 

On the pleadings of the parties , following issues were framed :-- 
1. Whether the workman abandoned his service of his own accord ? If so 

to what effect ? 
2 . Whethe , the termination services of the workman is proper, justified and 

in order ? If not, to what relief is he entitled ? 
viy findings on the issues are as under : 
Issuc No. 1 : —- 

The representative of the respondeni argued on this issuç thui as stated by Shri 
Gobind Ram , Partner of the firm as W -1 . The claiment joined the service on 1st 
October , 1981 and worked upto 15th January , 1982. When he absented from duty 
the respondent wrote letter Ex . M -l on 21st January , 1982. The postal receipt is Ex. 
M - 2 in which letter were sent at his home address and also to the Labour Inspector 
and at his present address which he has given in the factory. After receiving these two 
letters the workman did not turn up for joining his duties . Ex . 2-3 was against 
dispatched on the same address on 29th January , 1982. The postal receipt is Ex . M - 4 
sont at three addresses. He was waited upto 5th February , 1982 and on that day his 
name was struck off from the roll and Ex , Mi- 5 was sent to the workman and Ex . 
M -6 is the postal receipt. After receiving these letters die workman came in the 
factory on 10th February , 1982 and requested to give his full and final accounts. 
His accounts were cleared and he signed the attendance register in tcken of this full 
and final taken at two places. The representative further argued that the signature 
on the full and final has been admittid by the workinan in his cross cxamination . 
The abstract of the attendance register is Ex.:-9 and 2-10 . He has also iaken his 
wages for the month of January . The absiraci of ailendance is Ex . Voli from August, 
1979 to March , 1982 which shows that the wcrkman joined the services in the month 
of October, 1981 and his name was siruck off from the roll on 6th February , 1982. 
He worked only 3 months in the respondent factory . The workman was never termi 
nated by the respondent. He abandoned his services by absenting him self from service . 
The workman raised the demand notice against the respondent which was rejected by 
the Government which is Ex. 1-10 . On the basis of record produced by the respondent 
hefore the Conciliation Officer. He further argued that the workman has stated in his 
cross examination as WW -2 that lie has no proof with him to prove that he icined the 
service of the respondent on 16th August . 1979 50 without any document of oral 
evidence it cannot be believed that the workman has joined the service on 16th August, 
1979 as he has stated . The workınan hias produced no other co workman to corrobor 
ate his statement. The only statement of the workman stating therein that lie joined the 
service on 16th August, 1979 cannot be helieved . The workman has admitted in his 
cross examination that the signature on Ex . M - 9 the abstract of the attendance register 
bears his signature . Through he has denied the contents which are written on the register 
about his admission of absence from duty , but the abstract of the attendane register 
produced in the court in which the workman has been marked absent and the workman 
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bas produced no such evidence to prove that he was not absent. The testimony of the docu 
ment cannot be dis-believed . So the claimant worked only 34 months with the rospon 
dent and left the services of his own accord my absenting him self after that he took 
his full and final and there is no case of the workman . 

7 he representative of the workman argued on this issui thai as stated by the 
workman as WW - 1 he joined the service of the respondent on 16th August, 1979 as 
press man and was getting a salary of Rs 340 , - per inonth and he was removed from 
service on 1016 February, 1982 without 

1982 without any cason . He wrote a letter Ex.W - 1 to the 
respondent stating thero in that he was on duty where he has shown absent from duty 
but the respondent gave no reply . He sent Ex . W.2 and W- ? in this respect. He was 
working in the night shift and he was not marked presence . The respondent never issued 
any attendance card to any workman and only 15 workmen worked in the factory . He 
has signed the attendance register at two places and also the receipt for the wages but 
he was not paid the wages. The respondent got his signature at two places telling that 
his services is being made permanant and he was given 110 knowledge of the full and 
final. The factory ouvner did not issue any ESL card attendance card to any workmon , 
to show about the workman worked in the factory . He was illegally tenminated 
becuase he demanded the minimum wages in the factory which the respondent are not 
paying to the workers . He also formed the union in the factory and raise the General 
Demand notice of thu wages. The respondent annoyed on this act and his services 
were terminated . 

After hearing the arguments of both this parties has going through the file I am 
of view that the workman has failed to prove the case . 

the case . The workman should have 
produced one or two workmen working in the factory who could say tha ! he worked 
in the factory in the days of absence shown in the record . He 

He was sent two letters 
Ex. M -1 and M - 3 and the letters were also sent to the Labour Inspector and at his 
home address and on the address of the workman at Gurgaon but after these letters he 
gave no response to these letters though he has stated that he never received these 
letters but he has admitted that he came in the factory on 10th February , 1982 and 
signed the register . He should not have signed the registers and the voucher of the 
wages. When he was not given any thing and he was a leader of the union . He has 
stated that he has go proof of being worker of the factory from 1979 , the court 
cannot decide without any document, Oral or written evidence on the file . So the 
workman has failed to prove his case and issue is decided in favour of the respondent 
and against thc workman. The Government hus also rejected the case of the workman 
previously and after re-opening the demand nutice the respondent were not given the 
opportunity of being heard on the demand notice and the Government sent the same 
to the Court afler helring the appearl of the workman but the workman has failed to 
prove his case . 
Issue No. 11 :.- 

After deciding issue No. I in favour of the respondent there is no need to 
discuss for issue No. Il as the workman has abandoned the services of his own so it is 
not a termination of service of the workman and the workman is not entitled to any 
relief. 

This be read in answer to this references . 
Dated : 11 March , 1983. 

HARI SINGH KAUSHIK , 

Presiding Officer, 
Labour Court , Haryana , Faridabad . 

abad 
Endst No. 539 , datçd the 21st March , 1983 . 
Forwarded (four copies ) to the Commissioner and Secretary to Government, Haryana , 
Labour and Employment Department, Chandigarh , as required under section 15 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act . 

HARI SINGH KAUSHIK , 

Presiding Officer , 
Labour Court , Haryana , Faridabad . 

ASHOK PAHWA , 
Commisstoner and Sicretary to Government, Haryana , 

Labour and Employment Department. 


